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Advisory Action 

The amendment will be entered if applead since claim 1 now includes all the limitations of previous claimed 
1 & 2. The previous rejection is however maintained. In the instant application, the operation abnormality of 
the purge valve is taught to be when fuel gas is larger quantity than predetermined. The interpretation of 
fuel gas is either amount of fuel present in the 

The amendment will be entered if appealed since claim 1 now includes all 
the limitations of previous claimed 1 & 2. 

The previous Final Rejection is maintained. 

The operation abnormality of the purge valve is when fuel gas is larger 
quantity than predetermined. The interpretation is when the % of hydrogen in the 
stream is higher than a predetermined value. The prior art teaches a 
concentration sensor that will ensure that they expelled gas is below a 
predetermined value. If the purge valve allows fuel gas to pass, either planned 
or unplanned, the sensor will ensure that the exhaust is below a threshold. The 
prior art is capable of performing the same action as the claim. 

"Yoshizumi does not disclose that a purge operation is performed as a 
result of detecting an abnormality in shut valve". This feature has not been 
claimed. A controller has not been claimed that activates a purge command but 
analyzes fuel that passes through the purge valve. 

In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, 
one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the 
rejections are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 
F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 
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USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). Adding complexity to a simple system is not 
grounds for stating that art is not combinable. 

Manery is taught to cause a purge when a voltage sensor indicates a 
purge is needed. The purge is needed when performance drops below a 
threshold level, thus the cell is not operating optimally. Manery will be in effect if 
the purge valve should allow more fuel to pass through which requires the 
diluting means to compensate. 

It is strongly suggested that the applicant claim the structure of sensors 
since the complexity of the system of the specification will overcome the prior art 
of record. Since 1 12 6 th is invoked and the prior art performs the same action, 
the claims are rejected. A valve that malfunctions by not closing all the way will 
allow fuel of higher hydrogen % to flow through which will require more bypassed 
oxidant to compensate. The malfunction is detected and adjusted for by the 
system of the prior art. 

/STEPHEN YANCHUK/ 

Examiner, Art Unit 1795 



